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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible 
for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has 
been timely paid, the finality of the previous Offlce action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 
CFR 1,114. Applicant's submission filed on May 1 1 , 2007 has been entered. 

Response to Amendment 

Applicant's amendment to the claims filed May 11, 2007 has been entered. Claims 1 
and 2 are currently amended. Claims 1-7 are pending and under examination. 

Drawings 

The amendment to the drawings filed April 30, 2007 is objected to under 35 
U.S.C. 132(a) because it introduces new matter into the disclosure. 35 U.S.C. 132(a) states 
that no amendment shall introduce new matter into the disclosure of the invention. The added 
material which is not supported by the original disclosure is as follows: Figure 2 has been 
modified to show the plates and the slot at the bottom of the coagulation bath. This objection 
may be overcome by pointing to the location in the original disclosure where support for this 
amendment may be found. Otherwise, applicant is required to cancel the new matter in the 
reply to this Office Action. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, In such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 1-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the 
relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. The limitation requiring that the projection of the slot be limited to a vertical 
projection of the slot does not appear to be supported by the instant disclosure. 

This rejection can be overcome by pointing to the line(s) in the instant disclosure where 
support for this new limitation may be found. The examiner notes that the citation to the original 
disclosure provided in the remarks filed May 11, 2007 traversing this rejection provides support 
for "projection", but does not provide support for a "vertical projection. 

The examiner suggests applicant provide clear and definitive dimensional relationships 
between the recited components, even quantitative dimensions, to overcome the rejection 
regarding the terms "projection" and "vertical projection" in an effort to advance prosecution. 

Further, regarding claim 1 , the limitation requiring the slot or diaphragm be positioned at 
the bottom of the coagulation bath, as shown in replacement Figure 2, does not appear to be 
supported by the original disclosure. 
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The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. The limitation requiring the "vertical projection" of the slot have "about" the same 
size and shape as the "vertical projection" of the spinning field is unclear as to its limiting effect. 

Additionally, claim 7 recites the "vertical projection" has a greater length and is narrower 
in width than the vertical projection of the spinning field. It is unclear how the projection of the 
slot can be about the same size and shape as the projection of the spinning field while the 
projection is also longer and nanrower. 

The examiner suggests applicant provide clear and definitive dimensional relationships 
between the recited components, even quantitative dimensions, to overcome the rejection 
regarding the terms "projection" and "vertical projection" in an effort to advance prosecution. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 

claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 

claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 

evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 

the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
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invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 1-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Meerman et 
al. (U.S. Patent 5,945,054; issued August 31, 1999) in view of Roberts (U.S. Patent 4,193,962; 
issued March 18, 1980). 

Regarding claims 1 and 2, Meerman et aL teach a method and a device for 
manufacturing filaments from an optically anisotropic spinning solution comprising extruding the 
spinning solution through a spinneret comprising a spinning field with a plurality of spinning 
orifices into a coagulation bath through a slot, wherein the edges of the slot are formed by 
plates with upper sides and lower sides, wherein the upper sides of the plates have the shortest 
distance to the spinning field, wherein a projection of the slot intrinsically is about the same size 
as a projection of the spinning field, and wherein a plane of an upper side of one plate has a 
shorter distance to the center of the spinning field than a plane of an upper side of the other of 
the plate (Abstract; col. 3, lines 13-18; col. 5, lines 3-9; claim 9). Meerman et al. do not teach 
that a line through the center of the spinning field and perpendicular to the upper sides of the 
plates is located at a distance (d) from a parallel line through the center of the slot, wherein the 
line through the center of the spinning field has a smaller distance to the edge of the other of the 
plates than to an edge of the one of the plates. 

However, Roberts teaches an analogous method and device for spinning wherein for the 
purpose of reducing vortexing, fused filaments, and spin breaks, he provides an upward shift in 
the guides/plates so that adjacent edges of adjacent openings are at different levels, like 
Meerman et al., and further provides a lateral shift of the guides/plates such that a line through 
the center of the spinning field and perpendicular to the upper sides of the plates is located at a 
distance (d) from a parallel line through the center of the slot, wherein the line through center of 
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the slot has a smaller distance to the edge of the other of the plates than to an edge of the one 
of the plates (Figure 1; Figure 2 and 4. elements (18, 19, 20, 21, and 22); Abstract; col. 4, lines 
5-7; col. 5, lines 1-4 and 30-44). 

Therefore it would have been prima facie obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the claimed invention to combine the teaching of Meerman et al. and Roberts for the 
purpose, as taught by both Meerman et al. (col. 3, lines 7-17) and Roberts (col. 1, lines 17-32), 
to reduce vortexing, fused filaments and spin breaks. It is further noted, regarding claim 1 , that 
to the extent the limitation is supported in the original disclosure, under a broad reasonable 
interpretation, the combination teaches and suggests that the slot is positioned at the "bottom" 
of the bath. 

As to claims 3-6, Meerman et al. exemplify a coagulation bath having a depth of 10 mm 
and openings/slots of 2 mm x 15 mm (col. 5, lines 3-7). Meerman et al. do not explicitly teach 
the claimed dimensions. However, it is noted that based on the size of the equipment employed 
by Meerman et al. and Roberts the dimensions implied by Meerman et al. and Roberts, are 
implicitly within the claimed ranges. 

Further, it is noted that the thickness of the plates and the dimension of the distance (d) 
would impact the required size of the bath, the physical properties of the spun product and the 
spinning rate. Further, the thickness of the plates would impact the cost and weight of the 
plates and the amount of coagulating/quenching fluid to which the spun solution is exposed. As 
such, the thickness of the plates and the dimension of the distance (d) are result effective 
variables that would have been readily optimized as is routinely practiced in the art. 

As to claim 7, the vertical projection of the slots have a greater length than the projection 
of the spinning field and are somewhat narrower in width (Figure 2 and Figure 4). 
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Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments filed May 1 1 , 2007 have been fully considered, but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant's arguments appear to be on the following grounds: 

1 . There is no motivation to combine Meerman et al. and Roberts because they employ 
different spinning techniques. 

2. In Roberts, the material is guided from bar 18, via bars 19-22, to the outlet 44. The 
yarn is thus not guided through the holes between the bars, but over the bars to outlet aperture 
44. 

3. Meerman et al. do not teach the vertical projection of the slots has about the same 
size and shape as the vertical projection of the spinning field. 

Applicant's arguments are not persuasive for the following reasons: 

1 . Meerman et al. and Roberts are directed to methods of spinning filaments and both 
are interested in reducing vortexing, fused filaments, and spin breaks as indicated in the 
rejection above. As such, they are analogous methods and one having ordinary skill would 
have been motivated to combine their teachings since they deal with the same problem solving 
area. 

2. The examiner has a different interpretation of the teachings of Roberts. For example, 
the examiner points to Figure 2, element (23) and notes that the yarn guides (23) are not 
aligned with each other but are staggered. As such, it is the examiner's position that the 
filaments are fed through the holes in the bars to be guided through the guides (23) and then to 
come through the aperture (44) in alignment. The examiner further notes that Roberts discloses 
that the "filaments are arranged" (col. 2 line 35) and that the partitions are moveable to "facilitate 
separation of the filaments at the commencement of spinning" (col. 2, lines 49-52) and that 
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"each bundle of filaments passes around the appropriate guide (23), after which the bundles are 
withdrawn from said portion through the outlet aperture (44)" (col. 4, lines 59-67). The examiner 
further notes that Roberts discloses, "enabling the operator to separate the filaments into their 
correct bundles and locate these around the appropriate guides (23)" (col. 5, lines 38-41) and 
that the filaments "pass around the yarn guides and then upwards" (Abstract, emphasis added). 
As such, the examiner maintains the current interpretation of the Roberts reference. 

3. The examiner notes that the limitation is open to a broad reasonable interpretation. It 
is noted that a vertical projection of an item is not positively indicative of its size and shape and 
that the projection can be made to look larger or smaller by various means. Furthemnore, the 
limitation only requires that the vertical projection have "about" the same size and shape. As 
such, it is the examiner's position that Meerman et al. and Roberts et al. meet the claim 
limitation. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Jeff Wollschlager whose telephone number is 571-272-8937. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday 7:00 - 4:45, alternating Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christina Johnson can be reached on 571-272-1176. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto,gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you 
would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Jeff Wollschlager 
Examiner 
Art Unit 1732 




August 23, 2007 



